LTSN

Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
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number

Comments
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FC-2

UPDATED STATEMENT OF PAUL F, WALKER, PH,D,

Kleln Walker Assoclates, Inc,
68 Holworthy Street
Cambri(dge, Massachusetts 02138

t4 November 1983

Mr, M,J. Sires, 111

Ass(stant Manager for Health, Safety and Environment

U.S, Department of Energy
Savannah River Operatfons Office
P.0O. Box A

Afken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

Please change my |} November 1983 letter to you regarding the Comment noted,

t=Reactor draft EIS as follows:

Strike the last sentence on page 2, "President Reagan
has...," and (nsert: "Presi{dent Reagan has proposed
reducing deployment of Pershing 11's and GLCM's i{n Europe
to 420 or less, some 150 less than presentiy predicted,”

Thank you,

Stncerely,

Paul F, Walker, Ph.D,

Pres(dent

PFR/f1
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF GARY H, WHITAKER, ROBERT H, WHITAKER,
AND DOROTHY J, WH1TAKER
Gary H, Whitaker
214 Pine Lana
Cayce, 5C 29033
U.S. Department of Energy
Post Qffice Box A
Afken, S,C. 29801
To whom (T may concern:
FD~-1 As a citizen of S,C. 1 must protest the start up ot the See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

L-Reactor, since (%t threatens our environment. | feel we must
demand that DOE facilities be required to comply with federal
and state environmental standards applicable to commerctal
reactor sites; and steps be taken to avo(d damage tc the envi-
ronment before startup, regardiess of cost,

Sinceraly,

Gary H, Whitaker
Robert H, Whitaker
Dorothy J, Whitaker

commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
regulations and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
Impacts, and the response to comment Bf-7 regarding the

dl fferences betwaen SRP reactors and commercfal [{ght-water
reactors,
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Table M=2, OOE responses to comments on Draft EI1S (continued)

Comments

Responses

STATEMENT OF PIXIE A.B, NEWMAN

Hydraulics Division
Civil and Environmental
Engfneering Department
1269 Engfneering Buflding
1415 Johnson Drive
Un{versity of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
November 10, 1983

Mr. M, J. Sfres, t11

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Envi{ronment

U.5, Department of Energy

Savannah Rfver Operations Offlce
P N Baw &

T ave ASS Y

Alken, South Carolfna 29801
Dear M, J. Sires:

The enclosed statemant (s a review of hydrogeologlc¢ sections of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: L-Reactor Operatfon,
Savannah River Plant, Alken, S,C,, V.| and V.il, September 1983
conducted for the Energy Research Foundati{on, Columbus, S,C.
This review {s based on the Oraft EIS, supplementary references
provided to me by the Energy Research Foundation, and on my
knowledge of hydrogeology. The review was prepared fn consul-
tation with John S. Bras(no, a fallow graduate student (n
hydraulics, and John A, Hoopes, Profassor of Civil and Environ-
mental Englineering, at University of Wisconsin-Madison,

| am a graduate student (n the Hydraulics Division of the Civil
and Environmental Englneering Department at the University of
Wisconsin-Madfison, | have a B,A., I{n geology from GCarieton
Cotiege in mMinnesova, a M,5, in Waier Resources Management from
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and a M,S, in Civil and
Environmental Engineering from the University of Wisconsin-
Madison. 1In addition, | am an applicant for Engineer-in-
Training (n tha State of Wisconsin and a member of the
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Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)
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Amerfcan Socliety of Civil Englneers and the Amerl{can Geophysi-
cal Union,
commants will be cons(dered by DOE (n preparing

Sincerely,

Pix{ie A,B, Newman
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REVIEW OF THE HYDROGEOLOGY SECT IONS
OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
L-REACTOR CPERAT ION,
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT, §,C,

For the Energy Research
Foundation

November 10, 1983
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DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Commant
number

Comments

Responses

FE-1

8IG-KH

A primary objective of an envirommental (mpact statement (s to
assess and clearly state the environmental (mpacts associated
directly and (ndfrectly with the proposed project or activity,
The sections of the Draft EIS: L-Reactor Operatf{on, Savannah
River Plant, Alken, $,C, devoted fo the effects of proposed

L-Reactor startup on groundwater resources falls short of this
objective, It does not quantity the anticipated effects of the
L-Reactor startup on groundwater tlow and groundwater quallty
cond{tions at the Savannah Rfver Plant (SRP), Although the
report recognizes that {ncreased pumpage due to proposed
L-Reactor startup will affect the vertical plezometric head
relatlonships between primary on-site aqulfers (see p 5-9 and
5-12) and specififes Iin Table 5-6 (p 5-10 and 5-11) the addl-
tional drawdown under seepage basins caused by this pumpage, it
does not provide a complete Interpretation of the (mpacts asso—
clated with thase changes fn vertifcal! head relationships on
groundwater and surface water flow rates and quality, In addi-
tion, | have three major criticisms: 1) current hydrogeologic
relationships and groundwater flow rates are not fully pre-
sented; 2) orlginal data are not presented (n a meaningful and
easily digestible manner; and 3) past model(ng ef forts appear
to be (nadequate and poorly documented,

The following comments are made (n retation to criticisms 1}
and 2), Although the pre-SRP hydrogeclogy and hydrogeochemi s-
try of the area was studled and characterized by Siple (1967)
us{ng data collected {(n the 1950s and early 1960s, recent water
use and waste management practices have altered the vertical
hydrogeologic gradl{ents and groundwater quality (n the aqulfers
at the SRP site. {This (s evidenced by Figure 3-11, which
shows the plezometric head declines due to Increased SRP pump~-
age, and by the existence of contaminant plumes beneath SRP
seapage basins at the M-Area (see Figures F,32 and F,33) and
possibly eisewhere,) The magnitude of these effects and future
fmpacts due to the L-Reactor startup cannot be assessed without
sufficlent, up-to-date, site-specific data, The following
{nformation must be {ncluded in the EIS:

Section 5.1.1,4 presents a tabuiation of the geohydrologic
effects, particularly the changes in vertical head relation-
ships, caused by L-Reactor startup, and provides an assessment
of the {mpacts assoclated with these changes in the quality of
ground watar, The changes will have very little ef fect on
surface-water flow rates and gquality (also see the response to
comment DA-8), The central theme of the subsurface hydrology
discussfons {n Sectfon 5 and Appendi{x F {s to provide the cur-
rent hydrologlc relationships and ground-water flow rates,
These are fairly well understood throughout SRP, Apparently
the comment stems from the beliet that the hydrologfc system is
rap(dly changing, This s not the case. Much of the original
data [s provided (n the references given (n Appendix F, Fur-
ther modaling etforts are In progress but it s not anticipated
the results will affect the conclusions of the EIS. The need
for sophfsticated ground-water models for assessing the eof fects
of |=Reactor operation is discussad in the responses o com-

ae.1ad ==L5e00 LIPS

mants EN-27 and EN-49,
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Table M-2, OOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contfnued)
Comment Comments Responses
numbear
FE-2 1) large scale (e.g., an overall scale of 1:48,000 and A detalled discussion of the subsurface hydrology at SRP, which
subarea scale of at least 1:6000) plan with view maps s summari{zed I{n Sectlon 3,4,2, (s provided in Appendix F,
showling: Table F~1 of Appendix F has been revised to provide a detalled
summary of the character(stics of the hydrogeologic units at
a) the current (1982-1983) plezometric surfaces of SRP, MWater table levels and plezometric surfaces for the major
each major aqulfer present at SRP and surrounding aqul fers (Congaree and Tuscaloosa) are shown, Water level con-
area; tour maps and cross sectfons of shallow aquifers (n the vicin-
b) the locations of data polnts used to generate [ty of those waste facflittes which will be (mpacted by
these surfaces and the date of water measurement L-Reactor startup are also shown. The locations of these
col lectlon; faciiities are tdentif{ed on the maps and cross sectfons pro-
c) the recharge and discharge areas of each aqulfer; vided fn the EIS, Additional sitewide (nformat{on on the waste
d} the locations of existing and planned pumpting disposal sttes {tncluding active and {nactive seepage basins)
wells and assocfated cones of depressfon; at SRP (s presented (n Du Pont (1983; DPST-83-829). This
e) the locatfons of active and fnactive seepage reference contalns exact locatlions of all waste disposal sites,
basins, plts, and landt{TTs; areal extent of contaminant plumes as they have been defined to
) the areal extent of contaminant plumes as they date, and cross~section maps. A subsequent NEPA review wil!
presently ex(st; address the SRP "Ground-Water Protectfon Implementation Pian,"
g} iines showing the locations of eross-section maps which is currentiy under review by The State of South Caroiina
provided; and the U,S, Envirommental Protection Agency--Reglon IV,
FE-3 2} cross-section maps {(along and orthogonal to the Hydraulic relationships tor the geclogfc formations beneath SRP
predominant horizontal flow direction) showing: are given I(n Appendix F, Sufficient {nformation (s presented
to determine the magnitude of any direct and fncremental
a) vertical head gradfents within and between each impacts on those waste faci|{ties affected by resumption of
aqul fer (ind{cating the name and locatfon of wells L-Reactor operation.
used, thelr screen lengths, and the date of data
collection);
b) hydraulic head relatfonships beneath each seepage
basfn or plt which could be affected by L-Reactor
startup {pumpage effects and/or loading effects);
c) present and predicted contaminant plume develop-
ment and migration due to additional pumpage and/
or additional loadings to support L-Reactor
startup;
FE-4 3) mass balance analysis, with estimates of the amount A detafled water budget for all aqulfer systems underlying SRP

and distributfon of recharge to and discharge from the
groundwater system (e,g,, recharge from rafnfall,
seepage basins and leakage through confining clay
layers and discharge to streams, swamps, pumpfng wetlls
and leakage through confining layers), based on
measured hydraulic conductivities and gradfents in
confining layers as well as aqulfers;

is not consfdered essential In the evaluation of L-Reactor
operation. Sufficlent (nformation on rainfall recharge, seep-
age basin flow paths and travel times, discharges to onsite
streams, and ground-water pumpage {s presented (n the EIS to
determine the magnitude of any direct and incremental ground-
water (mpacts resulting from the operation of L-Reactor, An
{ndependent NEPA review wi(i| address the SRP "Ground-Water
Protection Implementatfon Plan,"
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FE-5

FE-6

026-H

FE=-7

4} contaminant mass balance analysis based on mass load-
{ngs to seepage basins and contaminant concentrations
measured beneath and downgradient of seepage basins,

The Draft EIS contalns general statements regarding flow direc-
tions, general recharge and discharge areas, and relative per-
meabl lfti{es but the specific, support data are often lacking,
particularly when representing the hydrogeology of ciays, The
Draft+ concludes that "lonly {n the M-Area where downward flow
paths are known to existl Is there significant potential for
water table discharges to reach the major reglonal aqulifer (the
Tuscaloosal}" (p 3-32), The underlying premise Is that vertical
recharge {nto the Tuscaloosa does not and will not occur in the
. or other L support areas and that on-s{te contaminat!fon of
shal low aquifers does not constitute a signiflcant environmen-
tal impact. The omission of a thorough assessment of these
{mpacts (s contrary to the philosophy and purpose of an EIS,
The characterization of shallow aquffer contamfnat{on must be
expanded,

As presentiy written, the Draft EIS contalns some contradictory
data and/or figures and leads the reader to believe that the
quality of the Tuscaloosa aquifer (outside the M-Area) i{s pro-
tected from contamination due to the "axtensive upward vertical
gradient between the Tuscaloosa and the Congaree hydrostrati-
graphic units and the tmpermeabf|ity of the green and pisolitic
clays, In addl?lon, the report claims that the Tuscaloosa and
Congaree aquifers discharge {nto the Savannah River and that
this discharge prevents potentially contam{nated waters, origl-
nating on~site, from causing off-site contamination of the
Tuscaloosa aquifer In Georgla, This statement sesems to ignore
the off-stte effects ot discharges info and transport
downstream {n the Savannah R{ver.

The seepage basins In L-, F-, H=, and M-Areas will be i{mpacted
by L-Reactor operation. The spatial extent of ground-water
contamination tn the vicinf{ty of these basins ls discussed In
the E1S, Mass balances are not (ncluded because of uncertalin-
ties fn actual quantities of materials released to the basins
In early years of operatfon, However, the key factors are what
speclies and concentrations have reached the shal low aqulfer
systems, Thesae data are presented from water quality analyses
that have been made (Section F,5),

The fact that there [s interest (n protection ot the regfonal
aquffer (Yuscaloosa) should not be Interpreted to mean that the
shal lower sediments are neglected, The EIS provides an exten—
sive discussion of potentl{al (mpacts to the shallow ground
waters beneath the SRP from the operation of L-Reactor. An
assessment of Impacts to surface-water quallty and dose commit-
ments for liquid releases following a shallow ground-water to
surface-water path are presented {n the EIS (Sections 4,1,2,3,
5.1,1.2, and 5,1,2),

Although seepage basins have been (n service at SRP since the
Mid-1950s, drinking water from the Tuscaloosa wells (n the cen-
tral portion of SRP has never been found to be contaminated by
radlonuclfdes or by chlorinated hydrocarbons, Thus, the combl~-
nation of hydrostratigraphic characteristics and upward head
differential in this area of the SRP are effective in protect-
fng the Tuscaloosa Aquffer, As discussed (n response fo com-
mant EN-24, the basal clay of the Congaree and upper clay of
the Ellenton form an ef fective confining un{t throughout the
SRP for the sands {n the underiying Tuscaloosa Aquifer. Most
recent testing of A- and M-Area wells suggests that chlorinated
hydrocarbons tn the contaminated Tertliary sediments have mi-
grated into the annulus of wells producing from the Tuscaloosa
and that the contamination reported earller was not from gen-

aralized contami{nation of the Tuscaloosa, The contaminated
nesadoetrian wal le havae l\nan h-i’ Amwn

PrPELT AW W 1D aa L [l 1)



126K

Tabla M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft £1S (continued)

Comment Comments Responses

number
The depressfon In ground-water head due to discharge {n the
Savannah R{ver valley prevents ground water from moving from
South Carolina to Georgla through a ground-water pathway, It
is well recognized that the Savannah River {s a ground-water
sink (Sections F.2.3 and F,4),

FE-8 Data presentad In Figure 3-8 show that upward vertical! gradl- i+ is true that the head (n +he wells {n Figure 3-8 of the
ents are, at least locally, being signfficantly reduced due to dratt EIS shows 2 0,6 m head ditference but these wells are
present pumpling practices, Pumpage In the H-Area has reduced within the line of depression of the H-Area production wells,
the vertical head dlfference between the Tuscaloosa and the Figure 3-9 opf the draft EIS shows the reglonal pattern of head
Congaree to less than or equal to 0.6 m (2,0 ft), Figure 3-9 relationships without {ncluding the detalls of the several
(p 3=29), which is supposed to show the 1982 vert(cal head dff- areas of depression which are generally small (n area, This is
ference bstween the Tuscaloosa and the Congaree, misrepresents why Figure 3-9 was constructed by subtracting the contours (n
the magnitude of this d(fference at the H~Area, Figure F-18 trom those (n Figure F-9,

FE=-2 tnsuffictent data Himit the reader's ability to assess the As mentioned in the response to comment FE-B, Figure 3-9 was

accuracy of this fligure [n other areas at the SRP, Figure 3~9
{also Figure F-29} was not generated from data collected at
nested observation wells which measure plezometric head at 2 or
more depths within each hydrostratigraphic unlt; fnstead, (+
was generated by subtracting one interpolated plezometric sur-
face (Figure F~18) from another (Figure f-9), The credibfifty
of this tigure Is further weakened by the fact that data used
to generate the 2 original pl{ezometric surface maps were ™somo~
what sparse™ (p F-71). Navertheless, this figure Is Included
In the Draft EIS enyway, thus perpetuating the possible miscon~
ception that the Tuscalooss groundwatsr Is protected, In the
text, the figure {5 I(mproperly used to assess the actual vert(-
cal head difference betwaen the Congareo and the Tuscaloosa.
Clearly, the magnitude and the hor{zontal domain overwhich the
upward vertical gradtent exists and will continue to exist
after L-Reactor startup noeds to be batter documented, Simi-
larly, the protective powers provided by "fmpermeable” green
and plsolitic cleys, which do not (mpede downward tlow i{n the
M-Area (see Figure F-11) and are proported to Impede flow eise~
where, need to be quantified, Furthermore, the hydraullc con-
ductivity of these clay layers may be reduced by organic
selvents and other seepage chemicals and these ef fects need to
be examined,

constructed o portray the reglional nature of the head rela-
tlonships, Clusters ot plezomaters do not oxist on a reglonal
basis although wells have been drilled In certaln operating
areas for speclal studles, Add{tional monitoring wells to pro-
vide broader reglonal coverage are planned,

The data for Figures F-18 and F-9 of the draft EIS are sparse
but they have been separated on an aquifer basis in order to
provide a better understanding of gechydrology than previous
authors, As an example, It (s batter fo have fewer data polints
for the Tuscaloosa than fo mix heads from the shal iower Tusca~
loosa with thosa from the deeper Tuscaloosa Aquifer, Thus, [+
{s bsifeved that these maps more accurately depict the head In
these aquffers than previous maps, These maps ara fnc¢luded
because they represant the most advanced understanding of the
hydrogeologic system and not to "perpetrate a possible
misconception,”

Protection of the Tuscaloosa Aqulfer Is dfscussed In the
response to comment FE-7,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft E{S {(contfnued)
Comment Comments Responses
number

FE-10 The hydrogeclogic data collected to generate the areal and A detatled discussion of the hydrogeologic properties of the
c¢cross—-section maps should provide enough I(nformatfon upon which subsurface unfts at SRP is provided fn Appendix F; this fn~
modeling ef forts may be based (criticism 3), At the very formation (s summarized (n Section 3.4.2,
least, a mass balance relating iInflows, outflows, and aquifer
storage shouid be deveioped for each aquifer, Past modeiing For The previous modeiing of The Tuscaioosa a fwo-dimensionai
efforts referred to (n the EIS were |{mited (n scope, focusing model was adequate for the desired objectives, It has been
solely on a 2-dimens{onal representation of the Tuscaloosa recognized since 1975 that to model the entire gechydrologic
aquifer, As could be discerned from avallable documentation system, a three-dimensional model Is required, SRP began to
(Marine and Routt, 1975), little effort was made to determine develop a code for that purpose in 1975, However, the USGS
the seepage or leakage between the Congaree and the lower made aval lable a three-dimensional code In 1973 which has been
£l lenton and Tuscaloosa aquifers, Groundwater flow at the SRP used for specific modeling fn operating areas, Two-dimenslional
occurs within and betwesen muiltiple hydrostratigraphic units, modeling of the relation between Tuscaloosa water levels and
Plezometric head relationships change both horizontally and ground-water withdrawal has been performed; this fs described
vartically, Henca, madals of +this araals hydrageology must at- in this final EIS {n Section F, 4.2 and in the appropriate sec-
tempt to accurately represent the entire 3-dimensional system, tlon of Volume I, A regifonal model of the entire gechydrotoglc

system at SRP has been Initiated,

The need for sophisticated ground-water models for assessing
the ef fects of L-Reactor operation {s discussed (n the
responses 1o comments EN-47 and EN-49,

FE-11 Given sufficlent hydrogeologic data, predictions of groundwater A discussfon of the hydrologic characteristics of the different
flow conditions and contaminant transport (mpacts can be water—bearing formations are discussed in Section 3,4,2 and
assessed under the new environmental stresses associated with Append{x F, Additional informatfon on the current knowledge of
the L-Reactor startup, In add{tion to the (nformation prev(- the areal extent and character(istics of the known contam(nant
ously noted, an adequate environmental {(mpact statement must plumes are di{scussed {n Du Pont, 1983; DPST-83-829, The (mpact
{nclude: on the known source areas (n L-, F-, H-, and M-Areas and In the

burfal grounds are discussed {n Sectlons 4,1,1.3, 4,1,2,
1} a comparlson of flow rates beneath seepage basins 5.1.1.2, 5,1.1.4, and 5,1.2,1, OGround-water travel times from
before and after addtit{onal L-Reactor support pumpage; saepage basins to on-slte streams are dfscussed In the response
to comment EN-44,
2) contaminant plume development and migrat{on before and
after L-Reactor support toadings; and
3) groundwater contam{nant discharge rates to creeks and
the Savannah River before and after |~-Reactor startup,
FE-12 From the [(ttle data presented {n the Draft EI5, it appears as As discussed in Sections 4,1 and 5.1, impacts to the different

though continued and increased loadings from the L-Reactor
startup will contribute to the development and migration of the
contaminant plumes below several of the active seepage basins,.
flow and spread contamination away from i(nactive as well as
active waste sites, There (s little doubt that L-Reactor
startup will accelerate contam{nati{on problems in the F- and

agul fer systems beneath L-, F-, H-, and M~Area sespage basfns
due to L-Reactor operation are expected to be small, This
assessment {s based on the existing physical models provided by
tensive studles of the movement of radioactive materfals in the
ground water and thelr contributfon to ons(te streams, Sectlon
5.1 has been expanded to (nclude a more thorough discussion of
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (conténued)
Commen+ Commants Responses
number
H-Areas {nitrates and mercury) and {n the M-Area {degreaser the chlorinated hydrocarbon contamination i{n M-Area, the pro-
solvents - tetrachloroethylene, trichlorcethylene, and tection of public health and active program for the clean-up of
1,1,1-trichloroethane), this contamination, This topic (s also discussed {n the re-
sponse to comment FE-13, below., Also see the response to
comment FE-1,
FE-13 Groundwater contaminatfon by chlorocarbons (n the vicinity of The L-Reactor (ncremental discharge to the M-Area settling

the sewar l(ne and the seepage bas(n (n the M-Area (s very
serious and efforts are being made To cieanup and contain this
contamination, Since the efficlency of M~Area cleanup activi-
tles has yet to be demonstrated, [t remains to be seen whether
further contamination assoclated with L-Reactor startup will
cause more extensive post-cleanup groundwater contamination,
However, by all accounts, the adE!flonal L-Reactor loadings
wilil {ncrease short-term and may potentfally i(ncrease long-term
groundwater contamination at the M-Area,

In summary, the Draft EIS representatfon of present hydrogeo-
logic conditions and groundwater environmental fmpacts assoc!-
ated with L-Reactor startup (s [nadequate, The potential for
sign(ficant groundwater contaminatfon due to L-Reactor startup
extsts, An assessment of the ser{ousness of these [mpacts
cannot be determined from the data provided (n the Draft EIS
document, The EIS must include the results of studfes to:

1} davelop a sound hasls of comparison for (m
assessmont,

-- fully characterfze present groundwater flow rela-
tlonships and quantify flow rates (see listing on
page 2 for information required), take out all old
and possibly mi{sleading data, comment on seasonal

effects and on the existence of the Millet fault

basin {s expected to be a¥ most 0.12 cubic meter per minute;
thus additionai ground-water {mpacts from incremental M-Area
oparations In support of L-Reactor will be minor. The ground-
water contaminatfon currently found in the vicinity of M-Area
Is confined to the Tertfary aga format{ons which are not very
transmissive due to the fnterbedded and iIntercolated nature of
the sediments, Hor(zontal flow velocitles are slow, on the or-
der of 7,6 meters per year, None of the contaminants have
migrated offt the plant sf{te and no Immediate offsite hazard
axfsts, The vertical gradfents from the Tertlary formations to
the Tuscaloosa Aqulfer are downward {n the M-Area vicinfty,
Additicnal withdrawals from the Tuscaloosa as a result of
L-Reactor would fncrease this gradient only slightly, Current
plans call for discontinuing the use of M-Area seepage basin by
April 1985 and constructing a process wastewater treatment
facility (Section 5,1,1,2), Remedial action to remove tha
ground water which contafns hydrocarbons from beneath M-Area
has begun and w{ll reduce the potential for further contamf{na-
tion of the aqulfer systems (n the area, Also see the response
to comment DA-4,
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Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS

{cont{nued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

2)

3

and [ts effect on groundwater dfscharge rates;

-~ fully characterize the extent of present ground-
water contamination {n shallow as well as deep
aqui fers (see lfsting on page 2);

conduct mass bafance analysis for waters (n sach aqui-
fer and for each contaminant plume (dentifled;

make predictions of eavironmental (mpacts ot L-Reactor
startup on groundwater flow rates and quality, base
predictions on mass base calculations, supplement
these with 3-D model predictfons {f possible,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draftt EIS {cont{nued)

Comment
number

Comments

Referances:

1)

2)

N

4)

Faye, R.,E,, and D,C, Prowall, 1982, "“Effects of Late
Cretacecus and Cenozolc Foulting on the Hydrology of the
Coastal Plain near the Savannah River, Georgia and South
Carotina," U.S.G.S._ggpn-Flle Report B82-156, U.5.6.S.,
Doravi)le, Georgia, 80p,

Marine, |.,W, and K,R, Routt, 1975, "A Groundwater Model
of the Tuscaloosa Aqulfer at the Savananah R{ver Plant,"
Savannah River Laboratory Environmental Transport and

Effects Research Annual Report-1974, DuPont, Savannah

River Laboratory, Atken, S5.C., 10p,.

Siple, G.E., 1967, "Geology and Ground Water of the
Savannah River Plant and Vicin(ty, South Carolfna,"
U,SeG.5S. Water-Supply Paper 1841, U,S, Governmant Printing

Oftice, WashingTton, U,C,, 113p pius plates,

V.S, Department of Energy, 1983, Draft Environmenta |
Impact Statement: |-Reactor Operation, Savannah River

Plant, Atken, S.C. V.| and IT,
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Table M=2, DOE responsas to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment

number

Comments
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOE FRANK HARR1S

Oftice of the Governor
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

November 9, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, 111

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety, and Environment

Savannah River Operations Office
Post Offlce Box A

Afken, South Carolina 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

This will acknowladge the receipt of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement DOE/EIS - 0108 D, for the L-Reactor Operation
at the Savannah River Plant, We appreciate the opportunity to
review the document and provide comments on this important pro-
posed action,

As you will recall, the State of Georgla's pos{tion which was
prasented at tho February 9, 1983 fleld hearing in North
Augusta, South Carolina addressed three areas of (mportance to
our State, The first lssue contafned (n my position statement
{s our opposition to the bedrock storage of high level nuclear
waste at the Savannah River Flant, Our concern {n this area
has been mitigated by the Department of Energy's assurance at
that Hearing that the concept has been dismissed and will not
be reactivated again (n the future.

The second i(ssue contained (n our positicn statement Is the
recommendation that the Department of Energy should {dentffy
and submit for public review the cumulative effects of all the
present and proposed facilitlies at the Savannah River Plant
tncluding the contiguous commercfal operatfons, In reviewing
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the L-Reactor we
note that Section 5,2, entitted “Cumulative Impacts,™ is pre-
sented, Howaver, the substant(ve [nformation contalned therein
is Insufficient to project the total combined environmental

contamination lavals durino and after ocperaticonal perlods,
contTamination | tng and atrer ratvional per!

Va5 CUl L4 Lot

The cumulative radiological effects of all nuclear taciiities
expected to be operating with(n an 80-k{lometer radius of
L-Reactor are presented In Section 5,2,6 of the EIS, This
analysis {ncludas a tabulation of offsite doses (Table 5-19 of
the draft Ei1S) and expected of fsite concentrations of radio-
nuclides (n air, milk, and water (Table 5-20 of the draft

E¥S), Source terms for L-Reactor and associated support facii-
{tles are gfven (n the EIS, Source terms for other nuclear
facilitles are not lfsted {n the £1S to avoid overburdening
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Comment Commants
number

Responses

(See attached comments,) Therefore, this sect(on needs fo be
strangthened (n the final document to provide an adequate
assessment of contam{nant levels,

FF=2 A third area discussed (n our February 9, 1983 position state-
ment relates to the thermal aspects of the discharge from the
L-Reactor,

the average reader with detalls but are provided in the follow-
ing documents:

o Savannah River Plant ~ Average of 1978, 1979, and 1980
releases published {n the Annual SRP Environmental
Mon(toring Reports, {.e., DPSPU-79-30-1, DPSPU-80-30-1,
and DPSPU-81-30-1,

o Fuel Mater(als Facl{lity=-SRP - Environmental Assessment,
Naval Reactor Fuel Materlals fac{lity, U,5. Department of
Energy, DOE/EA-CGT/O (1982),

o Defense Waste Processing Facility=-5RP - Environmental
Impact Statement — Defense Waste Processing Faclility -
Savannah River Plant, U.S, Department of Energy, DOE/

ETS-0087 (T982Y,

o VYogtle Nuclear Power Plant - Final Environmental State-
ment - Alvin W, Yogtle Nuclear Plant, U.S, Atomic Energy
wommissfon (19/4),

Section 4,4,2 of the EI5, which discusses coolfing-water mitiga-
tion alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
recelived on the draft EIS. Specifically, Section 4.,4,2 has
been revised to provide a detafled discussion of addftlonal
combinatfons of varfous cooling-water systems, {n Sectlon
4,4,2, each of the cooiing-water mitigation sysiems is
evaluated for attafning the thermal discharge limits of the
State of South Carolfna, Section 4,4,2 and a revised Appendix
I, Floodplain/Wetland Assessment, discuss the wetland (mpacts
of each of the systems considered,

The Department of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating
alternative cooling-water systems for L-Reactor, Based on
these reviews and evaluations, and consultations with repre-
sentatives of the State of South Carglina regarding a mytually
agreed upon compliance approach, a preferred cooling-water mit-
igation alternat{ve (s (dentified (n this €15, This preferred
cooling-water alternative {s to construct a 1000-acre lake be-
fore L-Reactor resumes operatfon, to redesign the reactor out-
fall, and to operate L-Reactor (n a way that assures a balanced
blological community tn the lake, Thae Record of Decfsfon pra
pared by the Department on this EIS will state the cooling-
water mit(gation measures that will be taken which will aliow
L-Reactor operation to be {n complfance with the conditions of
an NPOES permit to be (ssued by the State of South Carol:jbf’
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Comment Comments Responses
number
FF=3 We conti{nues to view this as a matter between the State of South As noted fn the opening remarks to the publfc hearings on the

Carclina and the Departiment of Energy. Georgia w(l} contfnue
to support South Carolina's efforts to ensure protectlon of
valuable groundwater resources of the regfon, We urge the
Dspartment of Ensrgy o move forward expeditiously with the

var{ous studlfes, fncluding groundwater contamination, *hat have
been agreed fto with South Carolina,

L-Reactor EIS, the DOE is committed to (1) an expanded program
of s{tewlde ground-water monitoring and study; (2) the fnvolve-
ment of the State of South Carolina (n onstte and offsite

at SRP to reduce poltlutants released to the ground water and
To estabitsh with the State of South Carolina a mutually
agreed-on compliance schedule, Current plans call for dfscon-
tinuing the use of the M-Area seepage basin before April |

and constructing a process wastewater-treatment facflity .
(Section 5,1,1.2,). The phasecut of the seepage basins (n F-
and M-Areas (s planned for late 1988; the phaseout of the low-
level waste bturfal ground ts planned fn the late 1990s,

The "SRP Ground-Water Protectf{on Implamention Plan" wasf”
recontly devaloped to examine strategies and schedules to
Implement mitigative actions required to protect the quality of
the ground waters beneath SRP, Implamentation- of mitigative
actions would be accomplished under DOE's Resource Conservati{on
and Recovery Act requirements, and would be compattble with the
State of South Carolfna's hazardous-waste management regutla-
tlons., This action plan will be the subject of a separate NEPA
review (Section F, 6),

The State of South Carolina and Federal agencles are raviaewing
plans for (mpeding the growth of the contaminant piume and the
removal of the chlorinated hydrocarbons using a combinatfon of
recovery walls, a large alr strippar, and (njectton wells and/
or a spray {rri{gation system, A pllot air stripper {s cur-
rently operating In M~Area, In addlition, the health of onsite
personnel will be protected by changes fn the water distribu-
tilon system, which will obtain potable water only from the
A-Arez Tuscaloosa wslls, which are unlikely to receive

contamination from Tertiary aqulfers,

/]
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Comment

.
numoeT

Commants

Responses

in conclusfon, please be assured that we I(ntend to continue
working with the Department of Energy staff in a cooperative
manner to ensure adequate protection of our environmental
resources, In moving forward to accomplish this objective, we
look forward to the inclusion of a thorough and more detalled
cumulative effects sectfon I(n the Final Environmental Impact

Statement,

With kindest regards, | remaln,

Sincerely,

Joa Frank Harris



0ES-H
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

FF-4

FF-5

FF~6

FF=7

STATE OF GEORGIA'S REVIEW COMMENTS
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT
STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR THE L-REACTOR OPERATION

1. tn Sectton 5,2, "Cumutative Impacts", radiologlcal source
terms (release rates (n Curles per year) are not presented for
any of the facllitles l{sted, The absence of release rate

{nformation prevents thorough technical review of this Section,

2, The {ncremental radiologtcal release data presented (n
Tables 4-10, 4-11, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, and 5-10 for L-Reactor and
support operations appear to be Incons{stent [n several cases
with earlier release data presented In the SRP Annual Reports,
For example, Tables 4-11, 5-7, and 5-9 show [ncremental Co-60
releases to surface streams of 7,8 x 1072 Curfes while Table 42
of the 1982 SRP Annual Report (DPSPU 83-30-1) shows that the
fo:sl Co-60 release from the ent{re SRP operation was 1,1 x

107" Curies 1n 1982,

3. Sectlon 5,2, "Cumulative Impacts", does not address the
discharge of non-radloactive wastes to the environment, yet
Table 5-1 presents (ncremental non-radiocactive releases to on-
site seapage basins., It Is difficult to assess this (ncre-
mental I(nformation on {ts own merit, The release of non~
radloact(ve wastes from current SRP operatlons should be
addressed In this Section. Also, the Summary (page 5-5) states
that use of the M~Area ssepage basin will be discontinued by
March 1985, {nformatfon should be presented In the final EIS
for the projected disposal of chemical and radioclogical wastes
after that date,

4, In Table 2-2, the DELS states that about 80,000 Curfes of
radfoactivity, primarily tritium, will be relessed annually to
the atmosphere from L-Reactor. This figure doas not account
for the (ncremental (ncrease In discharges from L-Reactor sup-
port operations, For example, the total radloactive release
for tritfum (H-3), Kr-85, and Ar-41 from current ocperatfons,

See the response to comment FF-1,

Cobalt-60 releases to streams were based on 1978, 1979, and
1980 operating experiences, adjusted to reflect the planned
myde of operatfon In L-Reactor, Releases of radlocobalt In
1979 were higher than average for SRP (0,41 curls) and dominats

the average for the 3-year pericd. Releases (n both 1981 and
1982 were below the 3-year average,

Incremental releases of non-radicacti{ve releases to the envi-
ronment as the result ot operatfon of SRP facilitfes supporting
L-Reactor are discussed in Section 5.1.1.2, All non-
rad{oactive discharges from SRP will meet the conditlons set
forth fn an NPDES permit (ssusd by the State of South

Carolina,

Closure of the M-Area seepage basfn by April 1985 fs dfscussed
{n Sections 5,1,1.2 and 5,1,1.4, As noted {n Section 5.1,1,2,
process wastewater from M-Area will, after itreatment, be
released tc surface waters I(n accordance with the !Im{ts of an
NPDES parmit, —_—

DOE plans to conduct a separate NEPA review of the ground-water
protectlon program and therma! mi+!{gati{on of currently operat-

fng reactors {K and C), Additi{onal Information on the NEPA re-
view of the “SRP Ground-Water Protection implementation Plan®
{s provided In Secti{on F,6 of the FEIS,

Teble 2+2 of the darft EI1S iists releases to the atmosphere
only from L-Reactor, Atmospheric releases from suppert opera-
tions are listed In Table 5-10 of the draf+ £1S, I+ (s true
that the total amount of H-3, Ar-41, and Kr-85 expected to be
released from L-Reactor plus support cperatfons wit! be about

280,000 curfes. The total of these three radfonucifdes for
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numhar
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FF~8

FF-9

not (ncluding the L-Reactor, to the atmosphere (s about
1,000,000 Curfes per year, W(th the addition of the L-Reactor
and incrementat support operations the total release of rad{o-
activity for these same three radfonuclides wiil (ncrease to
1,280,000 Curfes per year,

D Sevaeral of the radionuclides, presented {n Tables 4~11 and
5.8, which are discharged (nto seepage basins {(n llquid form
are wlatiie, No (nformation {s presented (n the DEIS concern-
fng the atmospheric release of radlonuclides such as fodine
from the seepage basins,

6. in Section 3,7.1,2, the DEIS states that recent on-site
monitoring showed Cs-137 levels (n soll up to 53 miilficuries
per gquare kilomater. Table 13 of the 1982 SR? Annual Report
shows Cs=137 levels on SRP property of up to 109 m Ct fkm? c:g—
pared to a background leval at 100 miles radlus of 36 mCf/km<,
This report also shows Pu-238 and Fu-239 levels on SRP property
which are sfgnificantly higher than beckground levels, The
final EIS should contain a discussion of the {(mpact the
L-Reactor and support operations wi{il have on these levels (n
soll. The effects of long-term deposition and ralnwater wash-
off of these materlials need to ba discussed,

current SRP operations (average of 1978, 1979, and 1980) was
approx{mately 900,000 Ci, for an overall total from SRP of
about 1,170,000 Cf,

0f the radionucllides released to seepage basins (Tables 4-11
and 5-8 of the draft EIS), only tritium and 1-131 are normally
volatile, The evaporation of tritium oxide to the atmosphere
is accounted for In the E1S, Since very small amounts of 1-131
are to be dfscharged fo seepage tasins, volatillizatton of a
small fraction was not accounted for because of (ts {nsigntfi-
cant contribution to offsfte dose,

Doses related to atrborne radfoactive releases from L-Reactor
and (+s support facllitles are described In the EIS, as (s the
remobf 1{zation of cesium=137 and cobalt-60 {n Steel Creek,
L-Reactor lles [n the Steel Creek watershed, Washoff of
radfonuci(des, which may exist in L-Area and the Steel Creek
watershed as a whole, has resulted fn very mfnor cesfum-137
transport, typifcally less than 0,25 curle per year (ncludfng
casfum=-137 remobflized in Steel Creek. This release would
result (n a dose to the hypothetical maximatly exposed In-
dfvidual of tess than 0,2 m(llirem per year,

Levels for fallout radloactivity are measured annually (n soll
from onsite and offsite, Fallout concentration measursements
vary trom year to year because samples are not obtafned from
the exact same location each year and because of the (nhomoge—
nous nature of the solis. Table 14 of the 1982 SRP environmen-
tal monitoring report {a summary of 10 years of sofl analysis
data) shows the extent of this varfability, Section 3,7.1.,2 of
the EIS will be changed to show that the average of onsite
Cs-137 deposition (1976-1982) (s 50 mitlicurlies per square
kilometer, The average deposition offsite was 48 m(llicuries
per square kllometer during this same pertod. The years 1976-
1982 ware selected to calculate the average because the data
for this perfod all represent analyses of 5~cm depth sofl
cores, Cs-137 of onsfte solls Is not expected to differ sfg-
nificantly from offsite sofls because only about 2,5 curfes
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Comments
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FF-10

FF=11

7, No monitoring data are presented to support the assessment
of fndividual and population doses due to the commercial har-
vest of fish and shel lfish (Sectfon 5,2, Appendix B), Due to
the long life-span of such flish as American Shad and Striped
Bass, as wall as their positions In the food chafn, DOE needs
to make a comm{tment (n the final E!S to Initfate a sampiing
program to determine the leveils of radionuclides and other
potantially toxic chemicals {n these fi{sh,

8. In the discussf{on of the "Rad{ation Environment" {Section
3.7) several data concerning the average annual whole body
doses due to fallout (external "exposure, {nhalatfon, (ngestion
of food and water) are presanted, The final EIS should also
prasent the concentrations of radfonuclfdes (n the environment
leadfng to these_exposures, (mC{/kmd deposition for externai
radfatfon, Ct/m” (n afr for (nhalatlon dose, pCi/g {n food
products, and oCi/| for water and mf{lk),

have been released to the atmosphere from SRP since startup and
wouid not ba a measurable fncrease above the estimated deposi-
tion of about 80 curies from weapons test fallout on the plant
site (104 millicuries fallout per square kiflometer), On the
other hand, Pu-238 and Pu~235 tevels on the 5RF site are higher
than offsits as shown {n Tables 13 and 14 of the 1982 site
report, This {s to be expected because the 0,7 curie of Pu-238
and 3.0 curles of Pu-239 released since plant startup (s larger
than the estimated deposition of about 1.6 curfes of weapons
test Pu-239, 240 fallout per square kilometer, Most of the
plutonium releases at SRP occurred prior to 1970, Releases to
the atmosphere fn recent years have made an insignif(cant
contribution to elther the onsite or offsite soil inventory,
Likewisa, the operation of L-Reactor and support operations
will have an (nsignificant effect on levels of these radio-
nuclides (n soi{l, The eoffect of rainwater washoff of radio-
nuciides deposited from weapons test fallout and prior SRP
releases {s not an effect of the proposed restart of L-Reactor
and {s beyond the scope of the EIS5. Measurements of environ-
mental Cs-137, Pu-238, and Pu-239 are reported in the annual
SRP envirconmental monitoring report.

The comprehensive monitoring programs for SRP are summarized In
Chapter 6 of the Ei5 and in The pubiiciy avaiiabie annual
mnitoring report Environmental Monitoring In the Vicinity of
the Savannah River Plant, DOt has Inltfated a program *o

obtain commercially Important fish and shellifish for
radiologlcal analyses,

Information on the dose to individuals from weapons test fall-
out (Saction 3,7) was Included §n the EIS to help characterize
the rad{ation environment in the vicinity of the Savannah R{ver
Plant, Doses givan for tallout are typfcal for this lat(tude
and were obtained from the reference gliven [Sourcas and Effects
of lon{zing Radf{atfion, Unfted Nations Scienti{fic Comm(ttee on
the Effects of Atomic Radiatfon (1977)1. More detailed data on
local fallout measurements are gfven (n the annual SRP env(-
ronmental mon{toring reports. The most recent report fn this
serles, for 1982, (s DPSPU-83-30-1,
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FF-12 9. In section 5,2.4.2, the DEIS states that Plant Vogtle will This statement has been corrected and wi{ll not Impact the
discharge blowdown water through a diffuser to the river, This conclusfon concerning interrelations of the Vogtle and SRP
statement Is Incorrect, FPlant Vogtle will not uss a diffuser thermal plumes,
but wil) use a single point discharge pipe. {Georgla Power
Company, Vogtie Electric Generating Plant - Operating License
Stage Environmental Report (VEGP-OLSERT) Sect(on 3,4,5). This
may or may not Impact the conclusion reached in the DEIS re-
iated to the interactions of the Vogtie and SRP thermal plumes,
FF=13 10. In the discussfon of alternatf{ves to the dfscharge of As noted In the first paragraph of Section 4,1,2,2 of the draft

waste-water to the L-Area seapage basin, It (s stated that "The
vatues presented (n Table 4-38 are only thosa assocfated with
dfsassembly bas(n purge water and do not I(nclude releases from
other sources such as heat exchanger leakage, process sumps,
and avaporative loss from process water leaks,"” The values

presented (n Table 4-38 are fdent{cal to the values presented

in Tabls 4=11 for liquid raleases fo the L-Area seepage hasin

due to all L-Reactor operatfons, Is one then to assume that
all Ifquid releases other than disassembly basin purges wlil be
direct fo Steael Creek? {f thfs (s not the case, then the other
releases to the seepage basfn should be factored (nto the re-
lease calculations, If It (s the case, It should be clarified
that all tfquld releases other than disassembly basin purges
discharge directly to Steel Craek,

EIS, rad{oactive materlals wil! be discharged fn li{quld efflu-
ants from L-Reactor to Steel Creek during normal operatfon of
tha reactor, Sourcas of these dfscharges Include small process
leaks into the coollng water discharge and releases to the pro-
cess sewer, Only disassembly basfn purge water (s discharged
to the seepage basin, The doses presented {n Sectfon 4,1,2 In=-
clude thasa sources as wall as radlonuclides reaching the craeek
via a ground-water path from the L-Reactor seepage baslin,

Table 4-38 of the draft EIS repeats (nformation contained (n
Table 4~1] to provide a ready reference In Section 4,4,3 to the
radiologlcal source term assoclated with the L-Area seepage
basin,
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FG-1

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE RICHARD L, OTTINGER

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY CONSERVATION
AND POWER
OF THE
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
WASHINGTON, D,C, 20515

November 14, 1983

The Honorable Donald P, Hodel
Secretary

Departmant of Energy

Forrestal Buflding

1000 independance Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D,C, 20585

Re: Comments on the Department of Energy Draft Environmenta!
Impact Statement on L-Reactor Operation, Savannah River
Plant (DOE/EIS~0108D)

Dear Mr, Secretary:

My comments wilt be confined to the {ssue of assurance of the
safety of the proposed reactor operation, ralsed by DOE's
departure from {ts establfshed, long-standing policy to operate
(ts nuclear factlitles tn conformance with applfcable regula-
ttons for commerclial nuclear facilities,.

The operations of nuclear faciifties for defense purposes are
not regulated by the laws or regulations which spply to commer-
cial nuclear facilitles, or the workers' heaith and safety pro-
tect (ons of the Occupational Satety and Health Admin(stration,
This exception for defense-related nuctear facllitfes Is
granted because these factlitles are owned by the U,S, govern—
ment, Through the Department of Energy, and because the Depart-
ment, and 1¥s predecessors, have had a long-standing comm!tment
to oparate (ts nuclear facliiti{es (n conformance wi{th applf=
cable environmental and safety regulations for commercial

The restart of L-Reactor witl be fn compliance with all appif-
cable Federai and state environmentai protection reguiations,
As noted {n the comment, L-Reactor (s exciuded from NRC I{cens-
Ing requirements (n accordance with Sectfon 110{a) of the
Atomic Energy Act, as amended, DOE Is responstble for regu—
lating the nealth and safety programs for [ts facilitfes, The
radfatfon protection standards of DOE are comparable to those
estabiished by the NRC (10 CFR 20) for a production facility
(f.e., 500 mili{rem to the whole-body In any one calendar
year), In additton, like the requirements of NRC, the engl-
neered safety teatures of SRP reactors are hased on the need to
1{ml+ potential radlologifcal consequences in the avent of an
accldent, i
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nuclear fac!litlaes. This arrangemant has proven to be useful
in meeting the nesds of all concerned, Natlonal security {n-
formatfon {s guarded, public health and safety fs assured fo
approximately the same level of risk from commercf{al reactors,
and operational fnformation useful to both the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commissfon and the Department of Energy can be sasfl|y
exchanged,

In my view, the continued commftment of the Departmant to the
policy of contormance to the spirit, if not the letter, of com-
mercial regulation, (s vital to the continuation of this policy
and f{n this (nstance, to health and safety of the pecple of
South Carollna,

To date, the Department has had a relatively successful nuclear
program, Howaver, now when the commercial nuclear Industry Is
attamnting +o recovar from tha Thrae Mile 1sland acclidant and

WIS (g 1w 7O LREA—

indictments, and the widespread concern over quality assur-
ances, f{t (s not the time to depart, or appear to depart from
the Department!s commitment to safe operation of (ts nuclear
facili{tles. In this context, It (s difflicult to concelve of
+he Commiss{on sanctioning the operatfon of a 2350 MWT reactor
(DEIS, Yol. 1, p. 2-14) in *he absence of a contal(nment or con-
finement system as an {(ndependent and final barr{er to the
release of alrborne radioactivity (n the event of a savere
accident., Regulatfons adopted fn 1962, applicable to both com-
merclal and defense-related facllities regarding site sultabil-
{ty and reterence dose values, require the identification of
three tables (10 CFR 100), The first establishes the "source
torm", or the amount and compositfon of radiocactivity which may
be releasad In a savere accident; the second (s meteorologic
data and site confliguration to determine atmospheric d{spersal;
and the third would establish the prospective dose which could
be absorbed by an Indiv{dua! at the site boundary.

Since these figures, particularly the source term, are the

Hg
bas(s for the safety evaluation of the reactor, It (s partfcu-
larly {mportant to clearly establish how these flgures ware
selected and justified, Of great concern to me [s the state—
ment that "no mechanisms have boen fdentifled that will cause a
reactor accident resulting (n core damage (fuel melt) greater
than 3 percent.” (DEIS, Appendi{x G, p, 3) This assumption {s

DOE has not departed from (ts prilor commitment to safte opera-
tion of Its nuclear facilities. L-Reactor fs equipped with a
conf {nement system which, coupled with the large plant site,

of factively mitigates the consequences of all credible reactor
accidents, The confinement system fflters all air leaving the
reactor bullding; (t traps particulates and radiofodine i{n the
evant of an accident, Although noble gases and tri{tium would
not be trapped, the offsite radliation doses would be within the
dose guideifnes{10 CFR 20 (f (T were to apply), The dose would
reprasent a very low risk to the public heaith and safety as a
result of both the conf {nement system and the long distance to
the plant boundary.

rm used for svaluation of the L-Rea

ment sy stem was establfshed [n accordance w{th the requlremenfs
of 10 CFR 100, This requirement of the NRC does not assume or
require that the source term be based upon the assumption of a
fuli-core meltdown; (nstead, 10 CFR 100 clearly states that the
source term be based on an accident that "would result (n
potential hazards not exceeded by those from any accident
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FG-4

crucial to findtng that only small amounts of radfation could
be released, and thereforae, to DOE's assertion that additional
containment or conf{nement technology {s not needed, since ft
would provide only a small Increment of contalinment,

This assumption Is a radical departure for DOE, In the past,
for other Savannah River heavy water productfon reactors, and
aven for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor, DOE has ut{ifzed the
usual source term for l{ght water reactors--based on an assump-
tton of 100 percent core damage, (Memorandum from wW.5, Durant
to £.C, Neison, #Proposed Containment Sheii for Buiiding
105-C," Tech, Div, Savannah River Laboratory (SRL), DPST-64-
423, Jan, 29, 1965; Roger E, Cooper and Bernard C, Rusche, "The
SRL Meteorological Program and Off~Site Dose Calculati{ons, M
SRL, DP-1163, Sept, 1968; Mamorandum from S,P. Tinnes to G,F.
Merz, "“Atfrborne Activity Confinemant System Base Case Design
Basls Accldent," Tech, Div, SRL, DPST-79-441, July 19, 1979;
"S{te Sultabll{ty Report {n the Matter of Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Plant,™ NUREG-0786, June 1982, p, t11-8,) A full dis~-
cussfon of tha axplanatfan and Justiffcation for this radfcal
departure from usual DOE practice [s necessary {n the DEIS., |
am aware of the research programs underway to reevaluate the
source term at the NRC, but as yet {t (s my understanding that
these studles have not indicated the need for reviston,

considered credible,” The 3-percent core-melt accident was
selected as the appropriate accident for comparison to 10 CFR
100 dose criteria because (t (s a major accident, postulated
trom the consf{deration of known possible accident events, that

“““ it in potential hazards notT exceeded Ly The hazards
of any other acclident considered to be credible,

The statement quoted from page G-3 of the DEI!S (s [ncorrect,
The statement has been corrected (n this final EIS to read "No
credible acclident sequences have been (dentifled that will
cause a reactor accldent resulting (n core damage greater than
3 percent," Acclident sequencaes that potentially could resultt
(n more than 3~percent core melting have been fdenti(f{ed; how~
ever, such sequences have been judged to not be credfbie In(t{-
ators based upon over a 100 years of SRP reactor operation and
over 30 years of research and development specific to the
safety of SRP reactors.

The use of a 3-percent core-melt accldent for assessing the
adequacy of the confinement system relatfve to 10 CFR 100, is
not a departure from past practice, but (t+ (s consistent with
past practices, 1t {s also consfstent with respect to the
requfrements of NEPA fn not {ncluding the fmpacts of specula-
Tive information or potentiai impacis wiTh an exfremeiy iow
probabtl(ty of occurrence,



LES-H

Table M~2, O0OF responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued}

Comment

number

Comments

Responses

bt}

w

Such a discussion of the selection of a new source term (s a
necessary prerequisite to evaluating the concluston that addi-
tional contalnment {s not necessary, or that the national

secur ity needs for additional plutonfum and tritium production
are sufflicient to overcome the need for new contalnment or con-
ffnement technology due to time constraints,
Alternative materiais production options identified in i
appear to be sufficfent o provide needed materials pending the
36 months necessary for the additfon of a contalnment or con-

f (nement mechanism from the options identified {n Table 4-31,
(See t+estimony of Dr, Thomas B, Cochran, at OOE Public Hear-
tngs, November 3, 1983.) The flve month schedule advance
ach{eved by the Purex processing facillity at the Hanford site
occurred after the preparation of the DEIS., This advance con-
tributes nearly one-half of the amount of materfials expected to
he needed but not produced ff the L-Raeactor restart were de-
tayed the 36 months required for containment/confinement

instal Iment,

In summary the DEIS {s defective [n that {t {nadequately
addresses or Justiffes a radfcal departure from estimates of a
max{mum credible accident and source term description, This
unjustified departure leads DOE to the as yet unwarranted
assumptions regarding the need for radlenuclide contalnment or
confinement technologies. Finally, §f DOE wore to find that
additional containment or confinement technologies are re-
quired, sufficlent options have been (dent{fied fn the DEIS or
are avaflable due to the five month schedule advance for
start-up of The Purex tact!ity that has been achieved that
national security needs could still be met, The DEIS should be
revised to address these concerns,

Sinceraly,

Rtchard L, Otti{nger
Chalrman

L Y- T Y [] AAas
raernative material production options are not suffic

! le o
rov{de needed nuclear weapon materials. Speclfic response to
the suggestions of Dr, Cochran, iIncluding the (mpact of the
early restart of the PUREX facil{ty and the viabl{lity of
delaying restart of L-Reactor, are contained (n this appendix
for commaent [etter "BL."
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